INTRODUCTION
Job satisfaction has been defined as a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from an appraisal of one's job (Locke, 1969) . Several determinants of job satisfaction have been identified in prior research (e.g., Aglio, Mueller, & Price, 1993) . Hackman and Oldham (1976) identified five job characteristics that determined job satisfaction, which are skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and job feedback. Currently, researchers have identified many more determinants of job satisfaction. Agho, Muller, and Price (1993) researched and added several more determinants of job satisfaction. These additions were distributive justice, supervisory support, the internal labor market (respective to the organization), integration or friendships among coworkers, and pay. Agho et al. also identified determinants that led to lower job satisfaction as well. These include opportunity of available jobs outside organization, role ambiguity, role conflict, and role overload. Other determinants of job satisfaction include organizational constraints (O'Connor, Peters, Rudolf, & Pooyan, 1992) , work -family conflict (Bedeian, Burke, & Moffett, 1988) , and work schedules (Erberhardt & Shani, 1984; Jamal & Baba, 1992; Ralston, 1989; Ronen & Primps, 1981) .
Both individual consequences of job satisfaction such as experienced strain (Bogg & Cooper, 1995; Brief, Burke, George, Roberson, & Webster, 1988; Viswesvaran & Deshpande, 1996) and organizational consequences such as job performance (Iffaldano & Muchinsky, 1985) and turnover (Carsten & Specdor, 1987) have been widely researched. Job satisfaction has shown to be critically related to both organizational commitment and employee turnover (Carsten & Spector, 1987; Schlesinger & Zomitsky, 1991) . Most research has focused on situational variables effecting job satisfaction, and dispositional factors effecting job satisfaction such as personality, have garnered far less attention (Brief & Roberson, 1989 ).
Meta-analytic cumulation of this literature examining situational variables affecting job satisfaction exists, summarizing this vast domain of great theoretical and practical importance. Despite the availability of many empirical studies examining the situational correlates of job satisfaction, significant gaps in our knowledge of job satisfaction exists. This is primarily due to an emphasis on situational determinants of job satisfaction in the extant studies above . The Dispositional side (cf. George, 1992; Judge & Hulin, 1993) of the equation has been neglected. The recent years have seen attempts to remedy this state of affairs. Researchers (e.g., Watson & Slack, 1993) have attempted to link individual characteristics to job satisfaction. An individual characteristic that lias been widely studied is affective disposition (Staw, Bell & Clausen, 1986) . Although Aglio et al. (1993) focused on situational determinants of job satisfaction, these authors also found that their model gained significant variance accountability when work motivation, positive affectivity, and negative affectivity were added. Furthermore, Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, and Abraham (1989) presented evidence that determinants of job satisfaction may be genetically inherited. That is, when monozygotic twins reared apart were examined with the Minnesota Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ), results indicated that about 30% of the variance in job satisfaction were attributed to genetic components. Additionally, Watson et al. (1993) found significant correlations for both positive affectivity and negative affectivity with job satisfaction, and that both positive afifectivity and negative affectivity predicted certain job satisfaction facets more than 2 years later. My objective in this thesis is to cumulate the literature investigating the affectivity -job satisfaction relationship.
LITERATURE REVIEW

Theories of Job Satisfaction
Although research on the theoretical explanation of the correlation between job satisfaction and affectivity is speculative, this relationship is applicable and can be integrated into a few theories of job satisfaction. Several researchers have posited a needs theory of job satisfaction (e.g., Herzberg, 1966 , Wolf, 1970 . These theories in part detail psychological needs that must be met in order for the individual to experience job satisfaction. Specifically, affective dispositions provide the psychological screen in which these needs are interpreted as being met or not. Hackman and Oldham (1976) present the most well known theory of the job characteristic theory of job satisfaction. This theory concentrates on the actual tasks performed on the job. Hackman and Oldham also added a personality variable, Growth need strength, which moderates the job tasks and job satisfaction relationship. Again, affective dispositions provide the foundation on which Growth need strength operate.
Another influential theory on job satisfaction is role theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978) . This theory states that role ambiguity and role conflict account for most of the variance in job satisfaction. Affective dispositions can either worsen (negative affectivity) or alleviate role conflict or role ambiguity. Another theory of job satisfaction involves matching the individual to the job or environment. Holland's (1973) theory states that an individual will seek out a job that fits his/her personality. This may imply that organizations may adopt, through existing personnel, either a positive or negative disposition, and like wise attract like dispositional individuals who will attain higher levels of job satisfaction. Another theory posits that life satisfaction incorporates job satisfaction. The spillover hypothesis states that satisfactions in different areas of life can spill over into each other. Affective dispositions can also effect life satisfaction as well as job satisfaction, again by acting as the filter through which attitudes are recognized.
Perception and cognition have also influenced theories of job satisfaction (James & James, 1989) . , has suggested that individuals who are high on the negative affectivity scale perceive their environment generally in negative terms, and thus these individuals perceive work as negative, resulting in low job satisfaction. , view negative affectivity as resulting from a cognitive process, that evaluates negative cues from work more acutely, which manifests eventually into low job satisfaction. The same explanation suggests why individuals with positive affectivity have higher job satisfaction. Cognitive frameworks need to be researched to explain the correlation between affectivity and job satisfaction. How and why individuals acquire these cognitive frameworks that predispose them to positive (or high job satisfaction) or negative (low job satisfaction) affective states need to be researched.
Although meta-analytic cumulations of bivariate correlations do not constitute a test of casual processes, the results of such a cumulation can nevertheless be informative.
In addition, theories of job satisfaction have been advanced that indicate job satisfaction is stable over time (Staw & Ross, 1985) and seems to reflect a genetic source (Avery, Bouchard, Segal & Abraham, 1989 ). If a correlation exists between stable affective dispositions and job satisfaction, then such a finding explains why job satisfaction is stable over time and covaries within the twin data. That is, the explanation becomes that affective disposition and not job satisfaction per se is inherited. Although the meta-analytically-derived correlation by itself does not prove this causality, such a correlation supports this explanation. Thus, this meta-analytic cumulation is timely.
Affective Dispositions
Affective dispositions have been conceptualized in different ways (cf. Watson & Clark, 1984; Judge & Hulin, 1993) . Watson and Clark (1984) define trait negative affectivity as a disposition to experience elevated levels of distress and dissatisfaction pervasive to all aspects of the environment. Trait positive affectivity individuals experience elevated levels of good will and vibrancy with their interactions to the environment Judge and Hulin (1993) define affective disposition as the tendency to respond to classes of environmental stimuli in a pre-determined, affect-based manner. According to this definition, affective disposition is not the same as realized or experienced affect. Thus, scales that assess subjective well being are not considered as measures of affective disposition. Affective disposition is construed as a casual antecedent to subjective well being, and subjective well being in turn is conceptualized as comprising of two components: a hedonic level and an over-all life satisfaction. Hedonic level refers to the emotion based responses, whereas over-all life satisfaction reflects the cognitive aspects of subjective well being.
Thus, according to Judge and Hulin (1993) , Judge (1993) , Erez and Judge (1997) , positive and negative affectivity scales capture experienced or realized affect and are closely related to hedonic level, although unlike positive and negative affectivity, hedonic level does not rest on the assumption that positive and negative affectivity are unrelated (Judge & Hulin, 1993, P. 392) . As such, in this definition of affective disposition, positive and negative affectivity are construed as opposite bipolar ends of the same construct: realized or experienced affect. Several measures have been proposed as measures of negative affectivity and, recently, (Viswesvaran & Sanchez, in Press) demonstrated their equivalence using the principle of tetrad differences.
Construct Validity Issues
Recently Stone-Romero (1996) lias raised questions about the construct validity of the measures of job satisfaction and the measures of negative affectivity. However, it should be noted that most of the criticisms are at the present moment in need of empirical verification. That is, critics have argued that existing measures of negative affectivity and job satisfaction overlap. However, Onnel and Wohlfarth (1991) found evidence for the validity of the construct of negative affectivity, precisely the aspect of distress proclivity. Individuals high on the trait of negative affectivity tend to experience more distress across time and heedless of the situation. In this study negative affectivity was measured 6 years before the assessment of psychological distress. The association between measures of negative affectivity and distress, even with a six-year gap, was significant Furthermore, Burke, Brief, and George (1993) also supported the construct validity of negative affectivity. The authors also comment that "face validity" should not be more regarded than the "theorized pervasiveness of mood-dispositional negative affectivity."
In addition, if both negative affectivity and job satisfaction are potentially contaminated, it is difficult to explain the correlation of j u s t . 17 between negative affectivity and job satisfaction as reported by Schaubroeck, Ganster, and Fox (1992) .
Several measures of negative and positive affectivity exist in the literature. The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) scale developed by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988) is a commonly used measure to assess positive affectivity. Another measure of positive affectivity is the multidimensional personality questionnaire, MPQ (Tellegen, 1982) . Both the PANAS and the MPQ questionnaire can also be used to assess negative affectivity. In fact, there exists more measures of negative affectivity then there are measures of positive affectivity. Perhaps this is a reflection of the fact that affectivity was studied more in terms of depression in clinical settings before their relevance in explaining normal behavior was recognized. Specifically Watson and Clark (1984) This measurement equivalence implies these scales can be lumped together in a meta-analysis as measures of the same construct. To reconcile these findings, we need to further examine these measures. In addition to developing new "pure" measures, certain other analyses can be suggested to assess the extent of this possible contamination.
First, one could compare the magnitude of the meta-analytically estimated correlation between measures of affectivity and measures of job satisfaction with the average correlation reported within measures of (1) job satisfaction and (2) affectivity. In fact, Viswesvaran and Sanchez (in Press) report the correlation within negative affectivity measures. If the correlation between affectivity measures and job satisfaction measures is less than (1) the correlation between job satisfaction measures and (2) the correlation between affectivity measures, one can conclude that existing measures of affectivity and existing measures of job satisfaction demonstrate discriminant validity. The correlation between job satisfaction and affectivity is usually in the .30's whereas the correlation between negative affectivity measures were in the ,80's (Viswesvaran & Sanchez, in Press) . Thus, there appears to be some evidence of discriminant validity. Note, however, that this still does not imply that the measures are uncontaminated.
Discriminant validity is still possible (the two are separate constructs), even though the correlation (between the two constructs) is inflated by contamination.
An alternative option to address this "contamination" issue is to obtain measures of affectivity and job satisfaction from different individuals, like friends, or a spouse, or co-workers. That is, we need to ask someone to rate the job satisfaction or affectivity of another (the focal) individual. The problem with this option is that both job satisfaction and affectivity tap into private emotions that may not be observable to outsiders. In any event, future research is needed to further empirically test whether these existing measures are contaminated. In fact Erez and Judge (1997) did look at observer and self-reporting of job satisfaction. Erez and Judge report a self-observer correlation rating of job satisfaction of .67. However, until additional tests are available, dismissing the extant empirical literature on negative afifectivity and job satisfaction, in my view, is unwarranted. Given that affectivity and job satisfaction are important constructs (for theory and practice), a meta-analytic cumulation of this literature constitutes an important, meaningful and substantive contribution. Such a meta-analytic cumulation is therefore, worth pursuing.
Whether or not positive and negative affectivity are the two polar ends of the same construct has been the source of debate among researchers (Schaubroeck & Ganster, 1991) . Factor analytic studies (Watson, 1988; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989 ) have shown the presence of two factors. However, as the works of Spector and his colleagues indicate, the emergence of two factors may be due to item wording.
Thus it is possible that all positively phrased items load onto a factor whereas all negatively oriented items load onto a second factor. Perhaps, a more persuasive line of evidence to examine whether positive and negative affectivity are the polar ends of the same construct is to examine the correlation between them. A high magnitude of the correlation indicates they are bipolar, a low value for the correlation suggests they are not bipolar. The correlation between measures of negative affectivity and measures of positive affectivity as reported in the extant literature varies from a low of r =-. 05 (Brief & Roberson, 1989 ) to a high of r = -. 39 (Judge & Locke, 1993) . Note, however, that these are observed correlations uncorrected for any artifacts. To investigate whether measures of positive affectivity and measures of negative affectivity are assessing the same bipolar construct the true score correlation is perhaps more appropriate.
As a secondary objective to this thesis, I cumulated the observed correlations between measures of positive affectivity and measures of negative affectivity and corrected for unreliability in the measures correlated.
Other artifacts (such as range restriction) could not be corrected. The reliability-corrected correlation was an index of whether positive and negative affectivity were bipolar measures of the same construct.
Research on Affectivity and Job Satisfaction
Several Studies have examined the affectivity and job satisfaction relation. Although these studies found significant results on the relation between affectivity and job satisfaction, these studies do suffer from several systematic artifacts that distort the true results. Specifically, observed artifacts increase variability of individual studies and systematic statistical artifacts reduce observed mean effect size (Schmidt, Viswesvaran, & Ones, 1994) . These statistical artifacts include sampling error, unreliability in the x and y measures, range restriction in the x and y measures, dichotomization of the x and y measures, construct validity of x and y measures, transcriptional errors, and variance due to extraneous variables.
However, psychometric meta-analyses procedures can correct for most of these artifacts when cumulating results across studies, and thus gives an estimate of the true relationship between variables.
Before embarking on the meta-analysis, it is instructive to review the main findings from individual studies. It is instructive since such a qualitative review gives a broad idea of the content domain being meta-analyzed, and therefore, such a review follows. found negative affectivity to be a significant predictor of job satisfaction. Levin and Stokes used a sample (N=315) of participants from a large international professional service organization. The measures in the Levin and Stokes study consisted of the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) and the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) for job satisfaction and the Negative Affect Scale (NAS). Brief and Roberson (1989) Satisfaction Questionnaire to measure affective disposition. Erez and Judge (1997) found that positively disposed affective individuals used acts through self-deception to influence their high job satisfaction levels.
Hypotheses
The objective in this thesis is to cumulate, using the principles of psychometric meta-analysis (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) , the extant literature examining the correlation between measures of affective dispositions and measures of job satisfaction. Four separate meta-analytic cumulations were undertaken.
The correlations between (1) measures of negative affectivity and job satisfaction, (2) measures of positive affectivity and job satisfaction, (3) measures of positive and negative affectivity with job satisfaction, and (4) measures of affective disposition that tapped both positive and negative affectivity with job satisfaction, were meta-analytically cumulated. Finally, a fifth meta-analysis was conducted lumping all types of correlations into one category. It is predicted that negative affectivity will correlate negatively with job satisfaction, and positive affectivity will correlate positively with job satisfaction. The prediction that positive affectivity will correlate more with job satisfaction than does negative affectivity is based on Herzberg's Two-Factor theory of Job Satisfaction and motivation. According to Herzberg (1966) the various factors that affect job satisfaction can be broadly classified into satisfiers and motivators. Satisfiers are factors that individuals expect to find in the workplace; their presence does not lead to job satisfaction, but their absence results in job dissatisfaction. In a similar vein, I expect positive affectivity to be related to job satisfaction to a greater extent then negative affectivity. Also, both measures of job satisfaction and positive affectivity examine items by definition to be positively orientated. Thus, these measures will be more highly correlated than negative affective measures.
Personality Research
Affective dispositions can generally be mapped into the Big Five framework. For example, measures of negative affectivity have been classified as measures of emotional stability or neuroticism (Watson & Clark, 1984) , whereas positive affectivity has been considered as a measure of extraversion (George, 1992) .
Thus, although I focus in my thesis on the relation between affective dispositions and job satisfaction, the results reported can also be interpreted within the Big Five framework. This is important to the extent that this research can be added to the vast research on personality, and organizational constructs, as the Big Five framework has established a unifying framework to organize the research on the role of personality at work.
Organizational researchers have shown an increased interest in recent years in the role of personality and affective dispositions in explaining organizational behavior (Judge, Martocchio, & Thoresen, 1997; Barrick and Mount, 1996) . In fact, in the 1960's and 1970's it was believed that personality was a weak predictor of many organizational and individual outcomes (cf. Guion & Gottier, 1965; Mischel, 1973) . The 1990's have seen a resurgence of personality variables in organizational research (cf., Hough & Schneider, 1996; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 1993) . This resurgence is partly due to meta-analytic cumulations that found substantial validities for personality variables ( Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hough, Eaton, Kamp, Dunnette, & Mccloy, 1990; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991) that are generalizable across situations.
Further, meta-analytic cumulation (Viswesvaran & Connolly, 1996) disputes the often repeated criticism that personality is only in the head of the perceiver ( Mischel, 1973) . Viswesvaran and Connolly reported reliability corrected correlations of .50 -.70 between self and observer ratings of personality. This level of self -observer convergence is higher (40%) than the interrater reliability values reported for ratings of job performance (Rothstein, 1990; Viswesvaran, Ones, & Schmidt, 1996) . If the use of personality is to be criticized for low interrater agreement and discarded as something that exists only in the head of the observer, then Industrial -Organizational psychologists should also dismiss the study of job performance (and consequently dismiss the entire science of Industrial -Organizational psychology as residing only within the head of the perceiver and as such is of no practical value). As the above indicates, personality and affective dispositions research has regained respect as an explanation of organizational behavior research. It is critical to dispel with the criticisms of this research in order to pursue with vigor the meta analysis between affectivity and job satisfaction.
Another issue that has retarded the use of personality variables in organizational research is the claim that faking destroys the usefulness of personality predictors. However, as shown meta-analytically by Ones, Viswesvaran, and Reiss (1996) , faking does not affect the rank ordering and as such, the correlations with other variables such as job satisfaction. Note however, that most of this research had focused on job performance. For example, Nicholsan and Hogan (1990) report that validity coefficients are not enhanced when social desirability is controlled. But, Chen, Dai, Spector, and Jex (1996) found that social desirability is a factor on how individuals responded to questions on affectivity. In addition Barrick and Mount (1996) reported that response distortions such as self-deception and impression management do not effect the validity of personality constructs. Although future research is needed, response distortions such as faking, social desirability, self-deception, and impression management no longer seems to be considered as so critical, as to question the use of personality variables in explaining organizational behavior.
Finally, the emerging consensus in the personality literature about the structure of personality has facilitated this resurgence of personality in organizational research. Specifically, the Big Five framework has provided a compass to guide personality research (Costa & McCrae, 1995; Goldberg & Saucier, 1995) .
The five-factor model of personality is the most widely acknowledged framework of personality in Industrial-organizational psychology today (Digman, 1990) . The five-factor model of personality has established a unifying construct to remedy the often-confusing vocabulary of personality research. The five personality factors are Openness to experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism. Openness to experience is a measure of intellect, Conscientiousness is a measure of scrupulousness, Extraversion is a measure of sociability towards others, Agreeableness is a measure of amicability, and Neuroticism is a measure of emotional stability. The unifying effect of the emergence of the five-factor model lias increased the utility of research between personality and various organizational constructs (Costa & Me Crae, 1995; Goldberg, 1993) .
Moderators
In addition to a meta-analysis of job satisfaction -affectivity relationship, an analysis of potential moderators of the relationsliip between job satisfaction and affective dispositions will be examined.
Several moderators such as job satisfaction measure, tenure, organizational sector, organizational size, and age will be examined. A list of moderators and their levels are summarized in Table 1 . Note, however, that the list of moderators and their levels were limited to the data available in the studies.
In organizational research tenure is taken as an indicator of several factors. First tenure may represent the investments that an individual has made in an organization. Thus, an individual with a longer tenure will have invested more in the development, growth, and evaluation of the organization over the years.
Thus levels of satisfaction will be higher for high tenure individuals. Second, as an individual remains longer with an organization, the position level, pay and benefits are likely to improve. This in turn will lead to higher levels of job satisfaction. In fact, Day and Bedeian (1995) found a correlation of .26 between job satisfaction and organizational tenure. Finally, the gravitation hypothesis (Wilk & Sackett, 1996) suggests that dissatisfied individuals will leave the organization over time. Those long tenured employees will be more satisfied than employees with low tenure will. This by itself is no evidence that affectivityjob satisfaction relationship would be moderated by tenure. However, highly negative affective trait employees tend to remain in work environments perceived as having low job satisfaction, the reasoning being that since individuals high on negative affectivity view the job environment as bleak as well as other aspects of their life, they may very well ask why fight it (Judge, 1993) . More importantly, Sanchez, Zamora, and Viswesvaran (1997) found that job analysis ratings (importance of tasks) were higher for more satisfied employees. This suggests that the job satisfaction -negative affective relationsliip will be higher for longer tenured employees as compared to shorter tenures.
Employee age has gained incredible attention in recent literature as the Baby Boom generation ages.
It is estimated that one-third of the workforce will be 55 or older by the next century (Crampton, Hodge, Mislira, 1995) . Indeed, age is another variable that has been shown to moderate job satisfaction. Brush, Moch, and Pooyan (1987) report a correlation of .22 in their meta-analyses of job satisfaction and age.
Most research has found increasing age to positively relate to job satisfaction. Pond and Geyer (1991) found a weak negative relationship between older aged employees' job satisfaction and perceived job alternatives, compared to a strong negative relationship for younger employees' job satisfaction. Thus this study lends support to why older aged employees report higher levels of job satisfaction. Zeitz (1990) found a "U" shaped relationship between job satisfaction and age. That is, job satisfaction declines early in the work life, stabilizes in the middle years, and increases later in life. Kacmar and Ferris (1989) also found support for this "U" shaped relationship between age and job satisfaction. Specifically, Kacmar and Ferris found age and extrinsic job satisfaction and a linear relationship for age and intrinsic job satisfaction.
They theorize that the Organization has control of the extrinsic nature of job satisfaction through the career stages of the individual, thus creating the "U" shaped relationship. However, the intrinsic job satisfaction is more under the control of the individual, and thus has a linear relationship between age and job satisfaction.
Additionally, older aged negative affective employees will have a lower negative affective component variance of job satisfaction than younger aged negative affective employees will. As employees age, their general expectations diminish, and thus have higher job satisfaction levels compared to younger aged employees with temporally untested expectations that will not be met, and thus they have a higher part of the variance attributed to negative afifectivity.
Two of the most widely used measures of job satisfaction, the Job Descriptive Index (JDI; Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969) , and the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967) were examined for moderator effects. JDI is the most researched and fine tuned job satisfaction measure. The JDI composes of 5 facets: work, pay, promotion, supervision, and coworkers.
Many published studies have used the JDI, and thus an extensive amount data has confirmed its reliability and validity. Individuals high in the trait of positive affectivity are expected to be well adjusted to the work facet, content with the pay facet, optimistic about the promotion facet, inspired by the supervision facet, and comfortable with the coworker scale. However, high negative affective individuals will experience stress with the work facet, believe they are under paid, pessimistic concerning promotional opportunities, felt misled by their supervisors, and feel anxious around coworkers. The MSQ contains 20 facets, which expand the domain sampled and compares favorably to the 5 facets of the JDI. Due to the high correlation among the 20 facets of the MSQ, discriminant validity may be compromised. The MSQ can be broken down into extrinsic and intrinsic scales of job satisfaction. The intrinsic scale of the MSQ, which measures feelings towards the job is expected to show the strongest relationsliip to affective dispositions Overall, past research has shown the JDI as a more valid and reliable measure of job satisfaction then the MSQ, and thus will have a significant moderation effect.
Organization size has also been studied as a variable that significantly effects employee job satisfaction (James & Jones, 1976) . Specifically, the "Attraction-Selection" framework states that organizational structure attracts and/or selects employees with particular personal attributes (Oldham & Hackman, 1981) . Additionally, organization size has also been found to influence information processing, communication systems, and control systems, which affect individual attitudes and behaviors (Berger & Cummings, 1979) . Furthermore, formalization, coordination, and standardization of procedures provide certainty and order, which reduce job-related stress (Lee & Ashforth, 1991) . In addition, Ferris, Frink, Glang, Zhou, Kalmar, and Howard (1996) found formalization in organizations significantly positively correlated with job satisfaction and negatively correlated with job anxiety. Indeed, organizations are losing the lethargic top heavy administrative staff, and are down sizing to remain competitive in the global market (Cascio, 1995; Peters, 1992) . These smaller organizations are requiring their employees to work harder and longer hours. Role ambiguity and role conflict are the mainstays as organizations lose their formal structures to be flexible in the always-changing market. This new stressful environment will push employees to their limits in smaller organizations, but will not be as stressful for employees in larger organizations. High negative affective individuals selectively attend to stress, and thus negative affectivity will have a stronger relationship with smaller organizations. Another view asserts that employees who have a high negative affective disposition will have a higher job satisfaction in larger organizations, than in smaller organizations. In smaller organizations negative affective disposed employees are in the social spotlight more often. Employees in smaller organizations have more contact with the same employees on a daily basis. This affords social appraisals to form, and negative affective employees do not enjoy maintaining social desirability. Negative affective employees in large organizations do not have the same level of social contacts compared to smaller organizations, so negative affective employees can maintain cursory work relationships without prolonged, deep efforts at maintaining social desirability.
Researchers have found employees of non-profit (i.e., governmental agencies) organizations to have lower job satisfaction compared to public (for profit private companies) organizations (Bogg & Cooper, 1995; Solomon, 1986; Rainey, Backoff, & Levine, 1976; Buchanan, 1974) , although Maidan (1991) found the reverse. Non-profit employees have been found to be more dissatisfied, and to complain both of mental and physical health compared to public employees (Bogg & Cooper, 1995) . Non-profit organizations are typically burdened with inefficient polices and weak links between performance and extrinsic rewards that both serve to lower employee job satisfaction (Solomon, 1986) . Furthermore, non profit organizations typically stymie employees who seek to identify with the organizations goals, and whose employees also perceive a lack of control over work issues, thus leading to lower job satisfaction levels (Buchanan, 1974) . In addition to the situational factors effecting low job satisfaction in non-profit organizations, high negative affective trait employees will favor non-profit sector organizations over public sector organizations. Negative affective employees seek out non-profit organizations, which present low key; stable, larger and less social interaction orientated enviromnent. Public sector organizations tend to be smaller, more dynamic, and thus perceived as less comforting to negative affective employees.
METHOD Database
A search to locate all studies reporting a correlation between job satisfaction assessments and measures of affective disposition was conducted. First, the PsycLit database was electronically searched.
The studies found were then examined to reveal more leads for additional studies to be included in the meta-analysis. Conference papers and conference posters were also included. A total of 25 journal articles were marked as relevant, and were included in the database. The measures of affective dispositions that went into the database are listed in Table 2 . Similarly, the job satisfaction measures used are summarized in Table 3 .
Analysis
The correlations were grouped into one of 5 distributions. One distribution comprised of correlations between measures of negative affectivity and measures of job satisfaction, whereas the second distribution included correlations between measures of positive affectivity and measures of job satisfaction. The third distribution was composed of correlations between measures of either positive or negative affectivity and measures of job satisfaction. Correlations between measures of affective dispositions (that assessed both negative and positive affectivity) and measures of job satisfaction comprised the fourth distribution.
Finally, a fifth distribution including the correlations from the first four distributions was also compiled.
The artifact distribution based meta-analysis (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) with the interactive refinements suggested in Sclunidt et al. al. (1993) was used. This model corrected for the following artifacts: sampling error and unreliability in the measures (Schmidt, Viswesvaran, & ones, 1994) . In correcting for unreliability, coefficient alphas were used (Schmidt & Hunter, 1996) . This is so because of our interest in the infra-rater correlations; the focus is not on interrater agreement. Five distributions of observed correlations, and four distributions of reliabilities (one for job satisfaction and three for affective dispositions) were constructed. The corrections were made allowing for interactions between artifacts.
Five separate meta-analyses were conducted. The input to the meta-analysis is the observed correlations, the associated sample size, and the reliability distributions. The sample size weighted mean observed correlations (Mobs) and the sample size weighted mean observed variances (SDobs) were computed. The frequency weighted mean of the square root of the reliability estimates were computed and used to correct the sample size weighted mean observed correlation. This mean corrected correlation is referred to as (rho). The sample size weighted mean observed correlation (Mobs) was used in the standard sampling error formula for a correlation along with the average sample size (averaged across all estimates meta-analyzed) to estimate die sampling error variance. The artifactual variance caused by differences in reliabilities across studies was also estimated. Both sampling error variance and variance caused by reliability differences across studies were subtracted from die observed variance to estimate the residual variance. This residual variance was multiplied by the square of the ratio of rho to Mobs to obtain die variance of the reliability corrected mean correladon.
Thus, for each of die five meta-analysis, die number of correlations meta-analyzed (k), die total sample size across the k correlations (N), die sample size weighted mean observed correlations (Mobs), the sample size weighted observed variance (SDobs), the reliability corrected mean correlation (rho), and the standard deviation of rho, were computed.
Following the five meta-analyses, these five distributions were subgrouped by the different levels of each moderator. Each subgroup was meta-analyzed (the procedures outlined above were repeated). A moderator influence was inferred if, (1) the mean of the subgroups differed from the overall mean across subgroups; and (2) if the average within subgroup standard deviation is less than the total variance (within and between subgroups).
Several moderator variables were examined. Again, moderators examined were limited to the availability of data from the cumulated studies. The five moderator variables were investigated: organization size (by employees), employee tenure, job satisfaction measure, employee age, and organizational sector. All moderators were separated along two extreme levels, and examined the negative afifectivity -job satisfaction relationship. Not enough studies were available to examine the other possible relationships, such as the moderation between positive affectivity with job satisfaction. Organization size was split between organizations with 100 employees up to 1000 employees, and organizations with more then 1000 employees. Employee tenure was divided between employees with 5 years or less service, and employees with more then 5 years of service. Job satisfaction measures were also examined as a possible moderator. The two most used job satisfaction measures, the JDI and the MSQ, were analyzed. Lastly, employee age was split between employees 40 years old and above, and employees age 39 years old or below. The age moderator was divided across the 40-year point because of possible ramifications with Title VII, and other discrimination laws. Table 4 provides the frequency weighted (i.e., unweighted by sample size) mean and standard deviation of the square root of the reliability estimates. Coefficient alphas for all five distributions of affectivity and one distribution of job satisfaction are summarized. For the six distributions, the mean value of the reliability estimates is highest for job satisfaction, and the lowest for affective disposition.
RESULTS
Affectivity -Job Satisfaction Analysis
This probably reflects the fact that scales of job satisfaction have been in use for a long time enabling researchers to refine the items over the years. Another explanation is that some of the satisfaction measures were much longer then the affectivity measures. More importantly, it should be noted that the reliability distributions overlapped.
The results of the five meta-analyses are summarized in Table 5 . The sample size weighted mean observed correlation corrected for coefficient alpha in the five affectivity distributions ranged from .33 to .49. The affectivity-job satisfaction correlation was highest for positive affectivity and lowest for negative affectivity.
The results seem to suggest that job satisfaction is more influenced by positive affect than by negative affect. This is consistent with my expectations based on the Herzberg Two-Factor theory of motivation.
According to Herzberg, negative factors (i.e.satisfiers) cause dissatisfaction, but positive factors (i.e. motivators) are needed to generate satisfaction.
Further, the magnitudes of these correlations suggest that there are many variables affecting job satisfaction. Although the results support the inference that there may be stable individual difference correlates of job satisfaction, their relative importance (relative to situational factors) does not appear to be large. Even for positive affectivity (which had the highest correlation with job satisfaction) the percent variance explained was only 25%. Surprisingly, affective disposition conceptualized as spanning both positive and negative affectivity, had a lower correlation with job satisfaction then positive affectivity (.36 vs. .49 respectively). Perhaps, the existing measures of affective disposition capture primarily negative affectivity. This is also consistent with the finding that the correlation between job satisfaction and negative affectivity was similar to the correlation between affective disposition and job satisfaction (.33 vs.
.36, respectively).
Meta-analytic evidence of the included studies (N= 2,768, k=12) in this thesis indicate a correlation of -. 34 between negative affectivity and positive affectivity. This lends support for the discriminant validity of negative affectivity and positive affectivity. That is, these two variables may not be bipolar ends of the same construct. Further, the correlation between negative affectivity and job satisfaction was -. 33, whereas the correlation between positive affectivity and job satisfaction was .49. This differential pattern of correlation also suggests that positive and negative afifectivity may be independent constructs (at least when existing measures are considered).
Moderator Analyses
Moderator analyses explored a few of the situational factors that may influence the relationship between negative affectivity and job satisfaction. The JDI had a correlation of .33, while the MSQ had a smaller correlation of .23. Organizations with 100-999 employees had a correlation of .36, while organizations of 1000+ had a correlation of .41. Public sector organizations had a correlation of .35, and non-profit organizations had a correlation of .41. Tenured employees of less then 5 years had a correlation of .29, while employees tenured 5 years and more had a correlation of .28. Employees aged 39 years and less had a correlation of .36, and employees aged 40 and above had a correlation of .23. 90% Credibility intervals for the moderator variables are reported in table 6. According to this criterion, only the job satisfaction measure (JDI vs. MSQ)moderated the relationship between negative afifectivity and job satisfaction. All of the remaining four moderator levels had credibility intervals that overlapped, thus indicating no significant moderator effect. It is interesting to note that the standard deviation associated with the mean correlation when JDI measures were used was zero whereas there was unexplained variability when MSQ measures were used. A check of the six studies using the MSQ indicated that five had used the short form of the MSQ. When the analysis was restricted to these five studies, the mean observed correlation remained the same at .19 (line 2, Table 6 ), suggesting that the use of the shorter version of the MSQ did not result in a tradeoff with the thoroughness of measuring the satisfaction construct.
DISCUSSION
The correlations of -. 33 for negative afifectivity, .49 for positive affectivity, and .36 for affective disposition suggests that 10-25% of the variance in general job satisfaction can be due to affectivity or affective disposition. Although there is a significant affective part to general job satisfaction, it is important to note that this part is not everything. A large percent of the total variance are explained by other factors.
Theoretical Implications
This study has several theoretical implications. This study is supportive of both Hackman et al. (1976) and Agho et al. (1993) theories, in that both situational as well as personality/dispositional determinants of job satisfaction are relevant. The data is also supportive of the consistency model posited by Staw and Ross (1985) ; and by the genetic disposition of job satisfaction researched by Arvey et al. (1989) . Researchers have treated affective disposition as a personality trait, and other researchers have contributed personality development partially to genetic lineage (Tellegen, Lykken, Bouchard, Wilcox, Segal, & Rich, 1988) . This also suggests the need for more behavioral genetics to be incorporated in several theories. Specifically, theories on mood, Subjective-well being and life-job satisfaction need to orientate their research efforts more towards dipositional determinants.
It appears the JDI captures more of the variance between the affectivity and job satisfaction relationship. Again, this points to the extensive refinements over the years of the JDI in its ability to better measure the job satisfaction construct. Organization size does not appear to moderate the affectivity -job satisfaction relationship. Additionally, organization sector and tenure also do not appear to moderate the affectivity -job satisfaction relationsliip. Lastly, employee age also does not appear to moderate the negative affectivity -job satisfaction relationship.
It is also interesting to note that the correlation between positive affectivity and negative affectivity was .34 (N= 2,768, k=12) . This suggests that the two are not bipolar measures of the same construct (Schmidt & Stultz, 1985; Spector, Van Katwyk, Brannick, & Chen, 1997) . Further support for this conclusion can be seen in the fact that the correlation between positive affectivity and job satisfaction is almost 50% higher then the correlation between negative affectivity and job satisfaction (.49 vs. .33, respectively) . More interesting is the fact that the correlation between affective disposition and job satisfaction was more like the correlation between negative affectivity and job satisfaction (.36 vs. .33, respectively) than like the correlation between positive affectivity and job satisfaction (.36 vs. .49, respectively) . Unfortunately, there were very few studies that reported a correlation between measures of affective disposition and either positive or negative affectivity. One can expect based on the pattern of correlations with job satisfaction that, existing measures of affective disposition will correlate more with negative affectivity than with positive affectivity. Theoretically, these findings seem to imply that affectivity and subjective well-being are more a function of emotional stability (i.e., negative affect) rather than a function of extraversion (i.e., positive affect). Of course an alternate explanation is that existing measures of affectivity are deficient in assessing positive affect and newer scales need to be developed which will capture affectivity as conceptualized as including both positive and negative affect. A related issue is whether item overlap explains the negative affect -job satisfaction correlation. Arguments (Chen & Spector, 1991) have been presented that one of the negative affect measures (i.e., the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale) shares item content with health strains (which presumably affect job satisfaction). To estimate the extent to which the confound is operating, I reanalyzed the negative affect -job satisfaction correlation after deleting all scales that employed the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (there were 3 correlations). The correlation dropped from .3282 (line 3 Table 5) to .3240; a difference of .004 that is practically within rounding error. In addition, the mean observed correlation only dropped from .27 to .26 which suggests that this scale may be both comparable operationally and at the construct level with other measures of negative affect.
Practical Implications
Several practical implications of this research abound. Organizations may have less ability to influence job satisfaction then originally thought. Indeed, global interventions to increase job satisfaction may not be, as effective and individual affective dispositions must be considered. For example, employee compensation systems present one of the strongest motivators in the work environment (Flannery, Hofrichter, & Platten, 1996) . Specifically, successful linkage of merit pay to performance can increase positive outcomes such as job motivation and job satisfaction (Heneman, 1992) . Additionally, many compensation systems are based on team performance. This means that normal compensation systems may be missing the target if they do not consider how genetic and affective dispositions effect their employees.
In addition, affective measures coupled with job satisfaction measures may be used in selection efforts.
Focused job-related interviews and improvement of the efficiencies of the interview process can be obtained by knowing the congruence of dispositions of the organization matched against job incumbents.
That is, matching the personality of the job to the personality of the incumbent will result in higher job satisfaction levels. Organizational interventions such as survey research on job analyses can be enhanced with the awareness that dispositions needed for the job must be considered as well as knowledge, skills and abilities. In light of the effects of positive mood on leadership job satisfaction and group performance (George, 1995) , managerial personality style must be assessed to ignite peak performance in subordinates.
Also employee development/training can be improved by giving employees a better understanding on how they appraise their work environment and gain job satisfaction through their personality dispositions.
Furthermore, affective dispositions can inform employers on correct interventions to decrease unwanted absences and/or turnover (Judge, 1993) . This research points to the gains obtained from both affective and personality based research in organizational settings.
More specifically, consider the use of reactions as a criteria to evaluate the impact of a training program. Typically researchers (Alliger & Janak, 1989) have found that the correlation between trainee reactions and the other three levels of training criteria (Kirkpatrick, 1987) such as learning, behavior and outcomes is low. Perhaps to the extent the training program is remedial (or participants were mandated to attend), negative affect will reduce the correlation with other types of criteria. The research reported by Quinones (1995) is also in line with this interpretation.
Further, job satisfaction has been studied in the literature on downsizing, layoffs, and survivor guilt.
Given that my results indicate a larger correlation between negative and positive affect compared to the correlation between negative affect and job satisfaction, it seems reasonable to question whether job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction are bipolar. In any event, pending further research, it may not be wise to treat job satisfaction and dissatisfaction as proxies of one another. If the intent is to assess job dissatisfaction following layoffs, the use of satisfaction measures appears questionable. Researchers interested in assessing respondents' negative attitudes should not rely on measures of job satisfaction.
Nothing in this research is to be construed as a suggestion to select people based either on job satisfaction or on negative affect measures. As long as a dissatisfied employee discharges his or her job satisfaction, affect should not be a selection criterion. Only if an affect-job performance link can be shown, should affect serve as a predictor for personnel selection. Failure to document this link may violate the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, in addition to raising a whole host of ethical questions. For example, should an individual who is suffering from a slight depression denied a job that s/he is capable of performing satisfactorily? It would be profitable to examine the discussion of these issues in the personality research literature (cf. Barrick & Mount, 1991) .
Another practical implication of the results reported here is for the evaluation of applicant reactions to personnel selection system characteristics (Arvey & Sacked, 1993) . Merely asking applicants whether a predictor is face valid may be misleading. In fact, this concern is applicable to all self-report measures.
Limitations
Several limitations to these meta-analyses are warranted. First, although the number of studies was sufficient, it may be tliat with regard to the moderator analyses the small number of studies limited the results. That is, the small number of studies may have increased sampling error, both primary and secondary. Also, a closer examination of the facets of job satisfaction with the affectivity measures would have been informative, but again due to the limited number of studies this analyses was not practical.
However, measures of single-item measures of overall job satisfaction correlate highly with averaged scale scores of job satisfaction (Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997) . This suggests that a closer examination of the facets of job satisfaction would not have likely presented different results than from the use of a single item measure of overall job satisfaction used in this study. In addition, die studies examined were all correlational, which limits die casual conclusions obtained. In fact diere is evidence for a reciprocal causation relationship between job satisfaction and employee job perceptions (James & Jones, 1980) . Additionally, most of die studies relied on self-report measures, which points to monomediod biases effecting the results. Also, die levels of die individual moderators may have been too broad to capture any moderator effect. In addition, a substantial limitation to tiiis study was die unavailability of data to investigate die positive affectivity-job satisfaction relationship also in terms of the moderator analyses. Furthermore, as Brief et al. (1995) revealed in tiieir study, individuals probably have different levels of negative affectivity in tiieir dispositional makeup. As a consequence, lack of data for tiiis cumulation, results in further limitations, as tiiis study may generalize over tiiese negative affective levels. Altiiough range restriction corrections are possible, the lack of studies raises questions about the appropriateness of such corrections. Further, it is possible that individuals suffering from extreme levels of negative affect are not part of the labor force. Future research can concentrate on possible moderator variables such as organizational size, employee tenure, or type of organization (public or private) to both positive and negative affective relationships with job satisfaction, which can further account for the dispositional source of job satisfaction.
Given that job satisfaction is an important construct in industrial-organizational psychology, and given that most of the prior research on job satisfaction has focused on situational determinants, this study was a preliminary attempt to examine the dispositional factors. It is hoped that future research will build on this work to ultimately realize a more comprehensive understanding of job satisfaction and its correlates. Note. K = Total number of studies; N = Total sample size across the studies; Mobs = sample size Weighted mean observed correlation; Sdobs = Sample size weighted standard deviation of the Correlations; p = sample size weighted mean observed correlation corrected for unreliability in the Measures; SDp = standard deviation of p. Note. K = Total number of studies; N = Total sample size across the studies; Mobs = sample size weighted mean observed correlations; Sdobs = Sample size weighted standard deviation of the correlations; p = sample size weighted mean observed correlation corrected for unreliability in the measures; SDp = standard deviation of p. 90% Credibility intervals reported in the last column.
